Two years ago I became an editor for Analytical and Bioanalytical Chemistry (ABC). One of the most fascinating things about working in this role has been my opportunity to see the peer-review process from a different viewpoint. Like many of you, before I became an editor I had much experience in submitting papers, receiving an initial decision with reviewer comments, meeting with students to craft a strategy to revise manuscripts in response to reviews, and (at last) receiving that happy notification that a paper had been accepted. Now as an editor, I have learned about initial manuscript assessment, inviting referees, seeking additional reviewers, pestering referees to return their reviews, reading the reviews, occasionally inviting more reviewers, making manuscript decisions, assessing revised manuscripts, and eventually accepting papers. Many of these processes could merit an editorial of their own, but here I focus on the assessment of revised manuscripts, and what authors can do to help their case in submitting a revised paper.
First, I cover some background about the peer-review process. Referees provide recommendations and editors make decisions on manuscripts. The most common editor decisions are Baccept,^Bminor revision,^Bmajor revision,^and Breject.^Manuscripts submitted following revision decisions require an editor's judgment about the suitability of the response to review (i.e., I decide to accept the manuscript, request additional revisions or experiments, send the manuscript again to referees, or reject the manuscript). Three key documents are needed for a revised submission: (1) the revised paper, (2) a cover (or response) letter with a point-by-point response to all reviewer and editor comments, and (3) a marked (i.e., tracked change) version of the revised manuscript for convenience in evaluating modifications made in response to review. Importantly, these documents should not only convince the editor that a manuscript is acceptable for publication but should also convince future readers of the published article, who should find appropriate responses to review in the published article. Note that the response to review and revised manuscript may be sent back to the same referees who evaluated the initial paper (and/or to new reviewers), so be persuasive not defensive in your revisions. Indeed, although it may seem that the editor is the key person to convince of the acceptability of a revised paper, it is far more crucial for the final published article to convince the journal's readership of the article's value. With that in mind, here is a list of some dos and don'ts for effective response to peer review: read; always assume that the editor will send your responses to the previous reviewers for comments. & Dismiss all or most of the comments from one or more reviewers; it is possible that everyone else is wrong and that you are right, but unless your last name is Einstein or Feynman, the burden of proof rests with you. & Submit a long response that makes it appear that you have made changes, with the expectation that the editor will not really read your entire response or check for revisions to your paper.
Do
To summarize, a key outcome of revision should be a manuscript that will be of value to the scientific community when published. Convincing an editor and reviewers is an important step toward this end goal. The do/don't list, although not exhaustive, should guide you in avoiding common pitfalls that can delay or complicate the revision process. I hope that this information helps you (and me) as we work together in publishing your best work.
The ABC Editors look forward to receiving your new and revised manuscripts! Adam T. Woolley Chair Editor, ABC
